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Introduction 

The Court has already been furnished Petitioner I LA’s 
brief in these matters, setting forth ILA’s contentions re¬ 
specting the various issues raised by the Board’s decision. 

The briefs tiled by the Board and by the Interveners 
contain countless erroneous arguments, misrepresentations 
of respondents’ positions and objectives and distortions of 
facts To the extent that our earlier brief has addressed 
itself to points and issues raised, no reiteration is deemed 
necessary and we will rely thereon. Rather we must selec- 
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tively respond under the limitations ot the Court’s rules 
and in the interest of confining the issues to their essence. 
Accordingly, this Reply Brief will focus, as it should, on 
those untreated .aspects of the forenoted briefs which de¬ 
mand correction, and/or rebuttal. Inasmuch as some of 
these points are included in more than one brief, we will 
proceed to handle them topically. 

POINT I 

“Generation” of consolidation work by “inde¬ 
pendent” off-pier warehousemen is illusory and mis¬ 
leading. The means and ends of their services are 
governed by the ocean-carrier employers of the 1LA 
unit 

It is the position of the ILA that the NYSA employers 
were denying their employees the opportunity of handling 
cargo at the piers by furnishing their containers to con¬ 
solidator.- for stuffing and stripping. To avoid dear-cut 
precedents, the Board attempts to create out of whole 
cloth a new principle of labor law, to wit: that a work- 
preservation clause is only valid against a unit employer's 
“suppliers” and not against its “customers.” (Board 
Brief, pp. 25, 27. 2tt. 31, 34). 

The “supplier-customer” theory is s|>ccious on its lace. 
It directly contravenes establish**! Board precedent. Nee 
Teamsters Union Loral r ,<w (Drive-thru Dairy, I nr.), 14.'> 
NLRB 44.-) (l'MKJ). Nowhere has the Board created an 
exemption from a valid work-preservation clause in favor 
of a bargaining unit’s employer’s customers. I he ( ourts 
have similarly sanctioned the application ot a work- 
preservation clause against customers of a unit’s employer. 
See National Dairy Products Corp. v. Milk Drivers, Loral 
6H0, 30S K.Supp. 982 (S.D.N.Y., 1970). The attempt to 
insulate customers from the reach of valid work preserva¬ 
tion clauses flies in the face of contrary Board policy and 
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should 1 m* rejected; particularly so when such a principle 
would in affect outlaw every conceivable work-preservation 
clause in the transportation industry. I lit* 1LA and <*\er> 
other Union in that industry would be rendered defense¬ 
less to preserve for its members their traditional job 
tasks. 


Herein lie the weaknesses of our opponents’ cases. 
They fail to realize that, but for the complicity of car¬ 
riers, but for the furnishing by the carriers of containers 
to the consolidators (contrary to their obligations to the 
I LA), but for the preferential rates given by the carriers 
to the consolidators reflecting the lower overall costs to 
the consolidators of handling these containers (and thus 
enabling the carriers to bypass tin* wages and fringes 
otherwise due to 1LA unit employees), the consolidators 
never could have engaged in their stuffing and stripping 
activities. 


It has always been within the control of th* various 
members of the XYSA. employers of I LA longshoremen, 
to determine where and by whom the loading and unload¬ 
ing of containers which they own or lease, will 1 m* per¬ 
formed. By their exercise of control over the release of 
containers to consolidators, they can assure that the work 
that rightfully belongs to their own employees is not 
siphoned away. See George Koch Sous, Inc. v. SLUM, 
4' ii ) K 2d 323.* 320-328 (4th Cir., 1073); Enterprise Hjx.sm. 
of steam, etc. U . So. 038 v. SLUR. 521 F.2d 885, fn. 1« 
. t p. S!>4 (l).C. Cir., 1!)75). 


It is therefore inconceivable to this Petitioner how the^j 
can successfully maintain that the work was “ generated ” 
bv tin* consolidators, as “indepemleuts,’’ (Cenex Brief, 
p 30* L. 807 Brief, p. 17) rather than by the earners 
who supplied the wherewithal! for the former's busi¬ 
nesses. Though the Intervenors repeatedly refer to use 
of the carriers' services on an “unrestricted basis, it 
is a fact of life and circumstance, both on the record 
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and in this industry, that they, in turn, wore obligated 
also to use the .-.a vices of the carriers whose containers 
they were stuffing ami stripping. \\ ithout their use of 
such containers and their commitments to have them 
shipped via the carrier’s vessels or facilities, as testified 
to by Mr. Tattersall* and others, how then could C’onex 
(a k/a Consolidated), Twin, or any other consolidators in 
the Port of New York have been aide to engage in such 
activities, particularly since the mid-lboO’s, and to service 
the shippers! 

Are these the hallmarks of independencef Does this spell 
out the “ generation” of work products, as in National 
1 Woodwork and in American Boilers ! Is it not obvious 

that the carriers, in the usual course of events, would have 
generated this work, as in the past, by having shippers’ 
deliveries sent to the piers directly or by their agents, as 
in the pre-container days? Is it not further obvious that 
the “work” being generated is the stuffing and stripping 
of containers on behalf of the carriers, just as the prefabri¬ 
cated work was being done on behalf of the contractors in 
National Wood work and American Boilers?*' 

In the final analysis, it is the consolidator that supplies 
a service to the carrier and not the other way around. I lie 
irrational and inherently discriminatory proposition pro 
pounded by the Hoard and the charging party Interveners 
is consistent with their oft-repeated attempts to con¬ 
veniently override National Woodwork and Amt titan 

• The containers were and are in several instances tailored to 
the corresponding measurements and locking devices aboard the 
respective carriers’ vessels ( 1 142-1 1 -Sla ). 

••('onex’s statement that the “cargo” is the container (Conex 
brief, p. :**) fundamentally and patently is so alisurd that we 
refrain from discoursing at any length in response. The irra¬ 
tionality of this postulate is particularly obvious in the context 
of containers of l/l’b cargo emanating from multiple shippers, 
which never lose their separate identities, even while being trans¬ 
ported in containers, and are destined for multiple consignees. 

h 

I 
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Boiler. The injection of new terms to distinguish the 
applicable law is a distinction without a difference. 

In the same vein, the proponents of tin* Hoard’s Decision 
herein feebly make an effort to confuse the Court by mis- 
charaeterizing the “vehicle” used by the disingenuous em¬ 
ployers to divert (or: sub-contract) I LA pier-side work 
to the off-pier consolidators. Thus, they claim that the 
container is as much a part of a truck or of a railcar as it is 
of a ship. They either cannot comprehend—or mistakenly 
overlook—-the function of the container in the context of 


this case. 

It is clear that the work at Conex’s and Twin’s premises, 
as at those of other consolidators in the Port of New Wk, 
is the filling of \TS7I employers' containers, not containers 
of Consolidated, of Twin, of the ship|>crs. or even of truck¬ 
ing companies. The container is owned or based by an 
ccean-earrier for the purpose of transporting the cargo— 
not bv airplane, nor by rail, nor by truck: rather, by its 
ocean-going vessel. All involved in the handling ot the 
container, as well as in its movement, act in contemplation 
of its going over the piers and onto a vessel. In the reverse 
situation of imported containers, it is plain that they un¬ 
discharged from vessels prior to going over the piers. 
In instances where they proceed to off-pier distributor 
stations, they are stripped at those stations for distribu¬ 
tion of their cargo. 


Accordingly, the Petitioners’ claim 
the context of this case is part ot the 
by fa-'t, by logic and by the record. 


that a container in 
vessel, is supported 






POINT II 

Attempted characterization* of a jurisdictional dis¬ 
pute between ILA and IBT are unfounded. No in¬ 
consistency exists between work historically per¬ 
formed by members of the respective unions at the 
piers. 

The evidence produced hv Intervenor Local X07 as re¬ 
ferred to in its brief and in the briefs of the Hoard and 
the consolidators indisputably shows that the driver-em¬ 
ployees and the helpers of the latter consolidate packages 
of ocean-hound freight inside their trucks. ILA ha- no 
quarrel with this historically established I unction. Lather, 
as set forth more fully infro, it is also clear that long¬ 
shoremen have handled those goods after unloading export 
cargo from the Teamster trucks, and prior to loading im¬ 
port cargo alioard those trucks. 

Longshoremen performed all activities in connection 
with the cargo on a piece by piece basis Irom truck to ship. 
When a trucker arrived at the pier, the ILA complement 
|*orformed a variety of functions. The ILA checker 
would measure and check the cargo tor damage (S.VXfta). 
The cargo would then Is- delivered from inside the truck 
directly on to pallets which would be placed tailgate high 
by ILA labor, and ILA labor would then remove tin- 
cargo and pallets to place- within the pier 01 terminal 
where it was stacked by tierman and general ILA labor. 
Before a trucker came to pick up cargo, ILA personnel 
broke it down and stored it at designated locations on the 
pier or terminal. The cargo was loaded by ILA labor into 
the truck which was checked bj an ILA member (TdSla. 
Xl*-K!>a). 

The thrust of the “Dublin IJules" was to delineate these 
two realms of jurisdiction. Specifically, they preserved the 
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TMinister jurisdiction to bring the LTL freight to the piers 
in the manner described by Mr. Mangan and to have it un¬ 
loaded from the truck’s tailgate by II.A members (includ¬ 
ing the now extinct “public loaders”) piece-bv-piece on 
the «lock where they would take it, again piece by-piece, 
and place it in the carrier’s container—the equivalent of 
the sling-load. 

Local so7 alludes to alleged attempts by the 1LA to dis¬ 
place members of the Teamsters at an off-pier location of 
a consolidator (Local 80 < Uriel, pp. 8-10). However, it 
overlooks the undisputed fact that all lLA organizing of 
mi/tlogrvs at off- pier facilities —as well as jrerformance bv 
| LA members at such facilities—is within the cxrlusirc 
jurisdiction of an “inland local of the ll.A, to wit. Local 
No. 1730. The Affidavits of Messrs. Connors, Field and 
Gleason further show that the representatives of tin* I LA, 
who appeared on the solitary occasion in 1902 at l T . S. 
Trucking’s South Street facility, were officials of pier-side 
locals and held no office in. or bargaining authority from 
Local 1730 (114-122a). 

At pages Hi and 20 of its brief, Conex refers to Presi¬ 
dent (ileason’s testimony before the House Committee on 
Merchant Marine and Fisheries in 1935, at a time when he 
was ILA’s General Organizer. This quotation, taken out 
of context, is construed as evidencing a recognition of 
Teamster jurisdiction over stuffing and stripping ol LI I, 

.miners The Court is referred to the entire context 

and particularly to the portion immediately preceding the 
cited matter (at ,.p. 834-S35). It will then be obvious that 
the colloquy pertained exclusively to means ol reviving 
the coa tms, trade. Speciliralh. it referred to subsidizing 
vessels running ilitracoastal on the Lastern Seaboard ol 
the I'nited States and intercoastal via the Panama ( anal. 

No dispute has ever existed to this date between ll.A 
and the employers regarding use of LTI. containers in 
coastal ami intercoastal trade (91a). Moreover, the ( ourt 
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undoubtedly will note tlmt containers leaving tin* pier must 
always be transported on suitable vehicles (chassis), and 
that I LA has always ri*cognized the jurisdiction of the 
Teamsters over the hauling of these containers by over- 
the-road trucking companies, both to and from the piers 
and terminals as well as (in the cases of manufacturers’ 
loads) from their placet of rest, dockside. Accordingly, 
the bare reference is grossly misleatling and entirely inap¬ 
posite to the situation before you. We further note that 
in !U5!i, Pan Atlantic laid wl yet entered the containerized 
Puerto Rican trade and that the size and numbers of con¬ 
tainers employed in that trade were small and insignificant. 

From the above, it is evident that there is no “jurisdic¬ 
tional dispute” or intentional “displacement” of Teamster 
members by longshoremen. As the Hoard nnd Courts have 
stated repeatedly, incidental, secondary effects are in¬ 
evitable in erery work preservation situation, that cannot 
overcome the lawful strivings of the union parties to the 
respective agreements. 


POINT III 

The key arguments in the Answering Briefs evince 
misconceptions of the record, of the law and of the 
maritime-longsnoring industry. The integrity of the 
Rules survives this record. 

By playing the statistical game. Twin, abetted by C'onex, 
attempts to interpolate the hard, objective data set forth 
at Kxliibit R-12 (2'»8a) to show tlint the olT pier consolida¬ 
tion of containers was not primarily responsible for the 
diminution in the numbers of employees of NYSA mem¬ 
bers (Twin Brief, pp. 31-33, Addendum; Conex Brief, p. 4!t). 
They similarly argue that there is no discernible impact 
on the I LA unit to lie seen from the outcome of these 
cases, on the simplistic assumption that because the docu¬ 
mentary evidence pertaining to Conex and Twin appar- 
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ently wen* falsified and since tlu* only individual who 
testified as to tlu- numbers of ILA longshore employees 
affected (ltd not personally observe the stufiing and strip¬ 
ping operations, trtjo, there arc not employees to In- ut- 
feeted. They further erroneously claim that "II.A and 
XYSA themselves seemingly have retreated from their 
claims as the case progressed" and act pollusively; that 
tlu* American public is in their corner and that so-called 
monopolistic practices, evidenced by severe, secondary im¬ 
pact, requires an exemption from, or modification of. So- 
tional Woodwork. 

The cumulative impression trained from the ton-going 
arguments is: a display of consummate ignorance ot tlu* in¬ 
dustry involved; a narrow, myopic understanding <•! the 
status of tlu* parties and events contained in this record 
in the total perspective of maritime operations in the 
immense port of New York; gross exaggeration of Twin's 
and Consolidated’s impact on foreign commerce passing 
through that Port; and clear over-simplification of tlu 
issues herein and the impact on that commerce, as well as 
on tlu* public at large, which the Board purports to rep¬ 
resent. We shall proceed to treat with their arguments, 
nr rial uni: 

I. Twin and Coiu-x evidently are unaware that the 
Waterfront Commission ol New \ ork and New .Jersey, in 

accordai.with its mandate from the legislatures of those 

States, has established a method for stabilizing tlu- long 
shore work force by periodically eliminating tin* “casual" 
pier laborer from the waterfront (known as “decnsunlixa- 
tion”). In Other words, as tlu* amount of available work 
decreased, waterfront employees who did not work on a 
regular basis were removed from the registered rolls, 
leaving fewer and fewer “remaining registrants".* A sum- 

• All waterfront employees ure required, iw a predicate to their 
employment, to Is- registered with the Commimon. 
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mary of decasualization of longshoremen and checkers, as 
compiled by the Waterfront Commission, is contained in 
the Addendum to this Reply Brief together with the ( om- 
mission’s data on registration and licenses in effect t mm 
195') to 1974. The Commission’s report for fiscal year 
July 1, 1973- June 30, 1974 further shows that while there 
was an increase during that period in total general ocean- 
borne cargo in foreign and domestic trades, the total num¬ 
ber of manhours decreased from 20 million to less than 
24t/e million.** 

It should be evident from the foregoing factors that a 
rationale contrived on the basis of a ratio of the number 
of manhours per employee is unrealistic and therefore 
untenable. The effects of decasualization, as part of an 


•• “The enhanced status of the i>ort is reflected in the recem 
j/nins in the volume and value of the tonnage handled. lhLs past 
year, total oceanlwme trade reached record levels in the port. 
Mulk and general cargo increased from 00,543,778 tons in 1072 to 
75,473,031 tons in 1973—a rise of 24.7 percent . The value of 
the tonnage hundled in the port in 1973 totaled $29.3 billion an 

increase of 27.9 percent. _ 

“The tonnage figures cited do not include an additional 
70,000,000 tons of ‘domestic’ cargo consisting of oceanborne coastal, 
intcreoastal and government shipments handled in the port last 
war, which brought total oceanborne trade in the port to approx¬ 
imately 146,000,000 tons. Hulk cargo includes such items as oil, 
grains and ores, while general cargo is made up of packaged items 
of high value. II is this general cargo which is required under 
III, Comjnn l h, h, handled exclusive!,) by longshoremen and other 
waterfront workers registered by the Waterfront Commission. 

“bast year’s total of oceanborne trade showed an increase in 
such general cargo in foreign trade from 14,883,430 tons to 16,231,- 
087 tons while the volume of general cargo in domestic trade in¬ 
creased from 6,10*1,000 tons in 1972 to 6,411,000 in 1973. This 
represented a total of 22,642,087 tons of general cargo handled in 
the |K»rt in 1973 as compared to 20,989,430 tons in 1972. Despite 
this increase in tonnage, the port showed greater manpower pro¬ 
ductivity, since tedal manhours elec nosed from 2f,,()'e\U,!H t in 1072 
tee 21,4IO,H6H in 11)7.0". Annual Report of The Waterfront <'"in- 
niission of New York Harbor for 1973 1974. (emphasis added). 

The decline in the ranks of longshore employes* in inverse ratio 
to container-wine productivity thus continues unabated. 
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official policy to effectuate predetermined goals respecting 
the longshore unit, does not leave room to argue that addi¬ 
tional man-hours per man, as extrapolated by 1 'Ain, \y>u * 
otherwise have permitted lesser hours for more longshore- 
It avoids the Commission's intent to provide a rea¬ 
sonable, livable incom, for the remaining registrants rather 
than marginal wages for more individuals, fwm s official 
statistician herein further blinds himself to the inescapable 
truth of 3,000 (more or less) unit longshoremen who 
“badge-out” each day. Though included among the re¬ 
maining registrants”, correspondingly covered by the 
Guaranteed Annual Wage program, they are unable to 
obtain u'ork. 


Thus, once again, as the spokesman for an off-pier ware¬ 
houseman, he proves himself unfamiliar with thewpj-cte 
of pier-side seniority, overtime, the gang system and otl 
indicia of longshore employment, established by lon P^™ 
unit contracts and practices over the past halt a << 
or more, which directly and indirectly affect the number 
hours worked by each “remaining registrant. lwin 8 
theoretical division of work has no mirror .mage in he 
daily life of waterfront employment. It is axiomatic that 
the manual handling of piece-meal cargo, such as L1L 
merchandise stuffed into or stripped from containers, gen¬ 
erates the number of manhours required to perform such 
functions, in contradistinction to the rapid movement of a 
sealed container. This is amply demonstrated at the foot¬ 
note of our main Brief at pp. 4.)-4G. 

It. follows therefrom (as in the instances ot the 
carpenters and pipefitters) that to the extent that ava.l- 
abh hours derived from the stuffing and stripping of 
containers at the pier is increased, the number ot un¬ 
employed (1A1 men is reduced. It follows in urn, i 
anv additional losses of work hours automatically will en¬ 
large the ranks of GAI recipients, consequently the cost o 
<} M, ami ultimately further decasualizat.on It is m this 
manner that the reduction of LTL container handling at the 
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piers over the past two decades has affected the jol> op- 
])ortunities and integrity of the I LA longshore unit; it i» 
this sequence of events that must be reckone<l with in any 
computations or extrapolations of figures thfit are not based 
on pure imagination and wishful thinking. Accordingly, 
there is no foundation whatsoever for Twin’s or Consoli¬ 
dated's engaging in the dangerous manipulation of objec¬ 
tive statistics without firm and supportable knowledge of 
industry history and practices, including outside forces 
over which the I LA (tk NVSA) has no control.* 

2. Twin and Consolidated belatedly question that then* 
are (numerous) employees in the longshore unit to be 
affected by this decision. (See e.g. Twin Brief. Footnote 2 
at page 12). They acknowledge, yet discount, both the 
Board’s and the Administrative Law Judge’s finding that 
longshoremen have stuffed and stripped containers of L'l L 
cargo at the piers on behalf <>t shippers "since the advent 
of containerization” (107a; lb4a, Footnote S). Twin er¬ 
roneously presumes that unless a fact is established on 
the basis of voluminous affirmative evidence, it either does 
not exist or has no substantive, probative value. This fal¬ 
lacy is aptly countered by the Administrative Law Judge 

when he states that though ... in the record as to 

stuffing and stripping of containers by I LA longshoremen 
on the docks of New York is relatively sparse, it is quite 
explicable. Apart from the issue as to whether containers 


•On the topic of the availability of longshore employment, 
vve must roconl our <lisbt*li<‘f over Twin s coinmciisuratcly irn lc- 
vant and blatantly conjectural "observations'' on containerization 
(Twin Brief, pp. 33-34). It is neither “demonstrable’ nor “cer¬ 
tain” that ocean transport would have diminished to any extent, 
containerization. In ctV.rt, Twin argues that sine long¬ 
shore jobs would have disappeared anyway, why should the < ourt 
now liother with work preservation contentions. 

Twin's contumacious denigration of the Court’s veritable role 
under the Act and its constant dabbling in speculations not sup¬ 
ported by the record should not be permitted to detract from the 
Court's resolution of the issues. 
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brought to the docks by consolidators such as Conex and 
Twin were stuffed and stripped by ILA longshoremen, 

. . no one challenged that ILA longshoremen did 
stuff and strip containers on the docks. The record 
does show then why NYSA companies did have 
numerous longshoremen on their payrolls designated 
for stufling and stripping work as well as for loading 
containers aboard ship and unloading them from 
ships." (l(>7a, Footnote S). 

As the Court can well take into account: who but the 
employers of the longshore employees and their bargaining 
representative are in the best position to gauge the impact 
of economic forces on the unit’s employeesT* Certainly, 
neither Conex, Twin, nor the Intervonor unions of em¬ 
ployees away from the piers are in positions to challenge 
such assessments, made by the unit employees’ principals. 
More to the point, in no reported case of nark preservation 
have the losses incurred been traced bp the Hoard or Courts 
to the precise work involved. 

3. As pertains to the Petitioners'allegedly fatal changes 
in their positions, we briefly note that the administrative 
officers and counsel of both ILA and NA SA, at tin* outset 


* Hvcn in this ''sparse ' record, the 2500-3000 man loss to the 
II.A unit can be derived from Mr. Connors affidavit. It shows 
that at least 75 employees at one Sea-Land terminal were laid oft 
;us a result of the preliminary injunctions obtained by <'onsolidated 
and Twin in the District Court for New .Jersey (125a). Reason¬ 
ably assuming that these constituted a portion of the work toree 
assigned to the (recaptured) work on I.T1. cargo attributable to 
that encroached upon by Twin and Consolidated, and that such 
work constituted between one and two percent of the l.TL cargo 
moving through the port, and further, that a portion of the overall 
work continued to be performed at the piers throughout the period 
in question, a figure of 2500-3000 employees is ji rational one. Com¬ 
pare the bald assertion of teamster losses (70;i), in a trucking local 
that services the entire New York City, wherein lossis, of business 
and jobs luis ;/< nt-.rally affected driver employment. 


/ 
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of these proceedings, patently were unaware of the car¬ 
riers’ practices as well as alleged rank and file complicity 
in tin* manipulation of documents, to appear to show 
stuffing and stripping of Twin and Conex-handled cargo 
at the sheds. Nonetheless, this is not determinative of 
the issues herein. As set forth, supra, longshoremen are 
listed on the companies’ payrolls for such purposes and 
the I LA's work preservation objective was predicated on 
contractual Rules and historical jurisdiction, whether or 
not continuously implemented in practice. There is no 
proof whatsoever of complicity by the I LA or by NASA, 
per se, including its members who lived up to the contracts, 
or of knowledge and conspiracy at the levels of review and 
enforcement. If such were the case, how can one account 
for the costly inspection arrangements, the stoppages, the 
fines, etc., and the long history of pressures by I LA against 
NYSA. 

It is submitted that the foregoing arguments mislead tin 
Court Ini diverting its attention to facts and issues not 
involved herein. They have distorted its jierspeotive by 
focusing its attention on the inability of I LA to rehandle 
the Charging Parties’* containers, as though that were 
the true criterion of I LA’s entitlement to claim or to re¬ 
capture the handling of LTL cargo. We respect!ally urge 
the Court to come to grips with the issues underlving the 
charge from the a nig real perspective, viz., I LA’s demand 
for the right to continue to handle pieces and groupings 
of cargo, emanating from numerous individual shippers, 
bound for transport aboard ocean-going vessels. 

|LA. standing as it were in the shoes ot the pipefitters 
in the 1 toiler case and the carpenters in the Satioml 
Woodwork case, does not have the need to claim to have 
handled or rehandled the work of third parties (i.e„ cargo 

•Charging Parties arc Conox and Twin who filed the charges 
which underlie the Hoard's Decision and which initiated these pro¬ 
ceedings. 
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consolidated by Conex or Twin). What, the Hoard 
has failed to perceive is that freight passing over the 
piers has been handled year in and year out on the Hast 
and (Iulf Coasts of the Cnited States by workers on the 
piers, in numerous shapes and forms, in till manner of 
receptacles and in coordination with various modes ot 
transportation, including local and over-the-road trucks 
driven by Teamster members. I'nhke shipper* U,ads— 
which contemplate bulk shipments and loading at sites ot 
origin hv shippers' employees. LTL freight * till repre¬ 
sents break-bulk aetiritg of the kind the long shore unit has 
aheap* handled. The benefits to be derived by the 1/1 L 
shipper are not the same as those of a bulk shipper. And 
to the extent that such lots have been coming to the carriers 
at the piers—until this very date—they have been con¬ 
tinuously handled, including their consolidation, by I HA 
labor. 

4. I HA vigorously takes issue with those who accuse the 
I HA and XYSA of aiding and abetting each other. To 
the extent that any of NASA’s members should aid or abet 
the consolidators, at the expense of the I LAV unit, I HA 
is committed to rontinm its opposition to such pi art ices. 
The Court should not be deceived in this regard. The 
Dublin Hides of tup: were not hammered out at a tea party. 
The HIM and 1!»72 contracts were not the culminations of a 
duet. Nor should the recent strikeless bargaining agree¬ 
ment between I HA and CON ASA be mistinterpreted as a 
love affair. He assured that there was plenty of hard 
bargaining, and final impasse was avoided only by realistic 
assessments of the existing situations and agreements of 
the parties upon reasonable terms. Accordingly, then 
argument is made of whole cloth. 

The change in NASA leadership thus did not constitute a 
change in direction. Nor did it bring about a collusive, 
insidious partnership between I HA and the stevedores. 



It' anythin", it enabled II. A to < nrt additional prrssurrs 
on tlw piitieij»l«*. direct empl vers of its pier-side members, 
to use their votes and intlu nee to compel the carriers to 
live up to tln ir agreements. Ami, as the record conspicu¬ 
ously shows, tin - ramrr.s- —not the stevedores- rontinurd 
to hr the objects of the I I.A s deniand- and it was the. 
ran iris who ir pm t rdli/ rrspoiidrd to the I nion s insistence 
<ui closin'.' loopholes in the enforcement ot the Buies (See 
d <*iimcnts 200 2<>Sa; 274-2SOa). 

It is hardly conceivable that parties to a contract in any 
industry would g<> to the extremes exhibited by these docu¬ 
ments. including threats by the I nion of its imminent in¬ 
vocation of a clause in their agreement which pt rmissihlp 
could vitiate that very agreement * Certainly in the con¬ 
text of the history of the parties in the longshore industrv, 
a “going through the motions" argument is manilestly 
specious and desperate, and not to be regarded seriously 
by any yardstick. 

b. (a) Consonant with its misconception of its role in 
the spectrum of maritime transportation. Twin equates the 
impact on the American public with its own fate. (Twin 
Brief, pages 2S-29, fiS-oO). It even has the temerity to 
align American shipping with the secondary effects “upon 
the entire off-pier consolidation industry in and around 
New York. ...” It appeals to the Court’s sympathy 
and instincts by alluding to itself as a “relatively small 
. . . father and son operation” (Footnote 22, page 59), 
regardless of the cumulative impact of the operation of 
similar and larger consolidators on the livelihoods of up to 
.'1,000 longshoremen and their families, or on the viability 
of the Port which they service. 

* As I he record show s and the Court well-knows, contracts arc 
not easily arrived at in this industry. Their n-o|>ening or termina¬ 
tion is not to be taken lightly, even by General Counsel and the 
Board. 






Wo respectfully submit: 

First, that the problems of overages, delays, etc. at¬ 
tendant to the rehandlintj of containers furnished to it by 
the disingenuous employers of 1LA labor patently would 
have no occasion to occur as and when those containers 
are initialhi stuffed at the piers by the 11,A personnel. 
These ‘•problems'’ to consignors and consignees are the in¬ 
cident.' of rehandling, not of ori/iinal hanillrnfi. 

Second, tin* impact of raised assessments to support DAI 
upon the shipping industry, which in turn might be passed 
on to the shipping and consuming public, as well as the 
tense, stressful relations between the I LA and NASA that 
are practically inevitable to follow from the Board’s Deci¬ 
sion. together with the foreseeable impact on the I’ort ot 
New York, more portentiouslv overshadow any minimal 
costs or inconveniences to the shippers ot cargo or to the 
carriers. Once again, the standard is not (men*l\) the 
impact on the public at large; it is tlx public interest in 
permitting primary activity by a union against the em¬ 
ployee and the employer of employees whom it represents, 
as the Court in Sational Woodwork concluded from its 
analysis of legislative history and background to Sections 
8(e) and 8(b)(4)(B) of the Act. It is this public interest 
that the Regional Director and (leneral Counsel perceived 
when they dismissed the charge in the ICTC case. It is 
this interest which the Board affirm* d in National Wood¬ 
work and American Boiler. Cnfortunately. the Board here 
has strayed, disoriented by the multiplicious arguments 
and factual confusion engen lered by (leneral Counsel, and 
by the <’barging Parties in particular. We fully trust that 
this Court will not be similarly waylaid by the sheer 
volume of erroneous legal arguments, compounded by the 
conglomeration of factual impedimental*. 

(b) And here we get close to the very heart of this case. 
For what the Court has before it are but two of numerous 
off-pier trucking or consolidation stations doing bii'iness 
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within a Wl-inile rad in.- of ... the largest port-- in tin- 

world, through which approximately jon.iiou i.l 1, - con- 
taim-is pasts in tin- course of tin- averaire yar I If ( haur- 
in« parties' share of that cnriro apparently amounts to less 
than -j'; of tin-total. Nom-tln-le.'.-. tin g • iridently purport 
to evaluate the impaet on tin- longshore unit »f the totahtg, 
,-i well a - to t<tin- va idity and . , -.ty ot tin- Kuh-s. 

on tin- basis of a reeord eontineil to •heir h.sMry and opera¬ 
tion' whieh (partieularly in Consolidated's ease) has not 
yet been shown to be typical by any measure, or referable 
to tin- situations of consolidation throinrhout the port and 
of otln-r consolidators. The Hoard swallowed the bait! 


Tin- record herein manifestly is inadequate to support 

the Hoard’s ...- determination that the llub-s are 

invalid. Hv its limitation to tin- immediate facts of tin- 
controversy raised by the Char-res before tin- C.-in-ral 
Counsel’s olliee, it fails t.. tala- in tin- panorama ol l|x ' 
of LTD car-ro hamllimr in tin- C'-rt of N'W ^ : 11 

no sitniifieant insight into the operations of the ltuh-s, 
generally. On tin* otln-r hand, the background to tin- l.’ul-s 
as well as to tin Dublin implementation, also contained m 
the record, adequately show that wherever ami however 

they were onfor.I against the employ ers of I HA labor. 

they were always focused at the ocean carriers, by a 
piqin-d and 1 rust rated II.A. 


Indeed, tin- implications by wlmt is left unsaid or tr -ate.I 
indirectly, are more compelling than what is contained. 
Thus, though the evidence may conclusively show that 
IDA longshoremen only sporadically interdicted contaiiu-is 
stulTed at Twin's and Conej’s premises, there was no 
cause to present evidence nor is there any question (as 
shown above), that unit impinge ,-> performal IJL re- 
consolidation work mi cm go < onsohdat, d mi Ilf pn rn- 
ises of other off-pi nr consolidators as well as on packages 
brought dire,tig down to tin pier in the usual, traditional 
As the Hoard stated, this work clearly was p* r- 


niaiiin i . 



formed from the very ‘‘advent ot containerization to the 
present time. Moreover, it is undisputed that employees 
retained for the purpose of stuffing and stripping were 
employed throughout this period at Sea-Land s Shed 270 
at Klizabeth. New Jersey as well as at the facilities ol tliat 
and other employers throughout the port and through the 
period in question. Neither the Board nor tin* ( ourt is lett 
in doubt that the performance of stuffing and stripping 
LTL containers took place at the piers and that this was 
traditional longshore work. 

The Board, therefore, is wholly in error herein when it 
states that **. . . that work was performed merely a> an 
adjunct to the unit’s principal and traditional work ot 
loading and unloading cargo, however contained, on and 
off ships belonging to members of NYSA.” (Board Brief, 
p. 24). The precise work in question, by whatever term 
it may be described, unalterably and unductably is work 
within th< lonfishorr »»>t. "pertaining to the . . . load 
ing ami unloading of cargoes ...” (See description ot 
certified longshore unit. Math r n f A < a ) ork Shi/i/nnfi 
Association, Inc., 110 NLRB 11 S3 (l'.tOO) at Footnote, page 
0. our Main Brief). 

Similarlv. Judge Ordman notes (172a) that: 

"A-- was tin* case in Sntionat Woodwork and in 
other legitimate work preservation cases, it is not at 
all unusual that more than one entity performs or has 
performed the work in dispute. This is particularly 
true where, as in the instant case, the work in dispute 
is only a portion of the operations of the two entities. 
Thus, here the stripping and stuffing was only a part 
of the longshoremen’s functions and, in the case of 
Consolidated and Twin, much of their operations con¬ 
sisted of receiving cargo from individual shippers and 
delivering cargo to individual consignees together w ith 
services incidental to these functions, an area of ac¬ 
tivity never sought by the I LA.* 
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Here again, though the record did not go into great 
detail as to what these other functions are, there are suth- 
cient inferences from which the reader can conclude that 
the Rules and their enforcement would not put the Charg¬ 
ing Parties out of business. These consolidators can 
continue to service the shippers of less-than-container 
loads cargo, through pick-ups. deliveries, processing ol 
documentations, and delivery of assorted merchandise in 
sufficient quantities in trucks to the pier in the manner 

that same has I.. performed not only in the pre-container 

.lays by Local H»7’s (now President) Joseph Mangan but 
as obviously has continued to be the case to the present 
time as to shippers and consolidators—who bring their 
cargo down to tie- piers for consolidation at the stuffing 
and stripping sheds. (See 7H-HL *VS», 'H)-92a). This 
further detracts from the “impact” and the •‘monopoliz¬ 
ing” arguments raised by the Hoard as well as b\ the 
Intervenors in their briefs. (Hoard Hrief. p. J7; Twin 
Hrief, p. dO: Cone.x Hrief, p. 4J). 

t;. The "monopoly” alluded to in the Supreme Court's 
opinion in National Woodwork ostensibly did not refer to 
the impact on third parties, such as Twin and Consoli¬ 
dated. It is evident from the facts in Satioua! Wood 
work and American ISoiler, as in other similar cases, that 
«.s a practical matter, all of the work in question in the 
locales involved, performed by non-primary subcontractors 
or fabricators, were affected by those unions’ valid work 
preservation objectives. 

Rather, the monopolistic practices as to which the Court 
looked askance would be where a union applies pressure 
to obtain all of the precise work in the industry. This is 
demonstrated, e.g., by the S'aral Suppli) <> "h r ea-e, where 
the union was seeking to obtain for its mei ’ s I.no,shore 
work performed at piers where unit employees had never 
engaged in such activity. Indeed, there are several ports 
and tei minals within the jurisdictional area of the I LA 
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when* non-1 LA employees jierform tin* identical work ut 
,v/i jpsidc locations as is involved herein. I’li'SMir' s by I LA 
to secure r-u<‘h work for it.* member.-, though not at issue 
herein, might present tin; situation envisioned in the 
Court’s dn turn* 

7. Twin and Consolidated acknowledge that tin* major¬ 
ity in Satimal Woodwork dearly recognized that work 
preservation claims could involve secondary cllects, as is 
hr re conced'd hi/ all parties. However, they aratuc, since 
the secondary effects in National Woodwork and Ann'riant 
find, r Mnnufni tnri i ' were minimal, the respective Court' 
did not “examine" the secondary effects therein and 
therefore those cases should not he applied m determ,mmr 
the instant complaints. They claim that the more serious 
and pervasive the adverse secondary effects are that ensue 
in the wake of a union’s work preservation claim, the 
more it can he reasonably concluded that the union had 
earlier abandoned nr relinquished the partieului woik in 
dispute and the less appropriate it must he to vindicate 
that claim —even if valid (See Conex Uriel at pp. -•>, 44: 
Twin Brief at pp. 58-511). 

There is absolutely no basis in law lor the proposition 
urged by Intervenors herein that the secondary conse- 
quenees upon charging parties ip .so facto invalidate the 
Bides on Containers. Not a single case has ever suggested 
that the economic injury to a third party is relevant in 
determining the validity of a work preservation provision. 
Kven if its application will cause a cessation > t business 
with the third party causing it to go out of business, this 
is not a factor to be given any weight. Se ( > Local I nion 
No. 036 Plumbers v. MAW. 4B<» F.2d 90(> at !M0, fn. 3 ( D.C. 
Cir., 1970). 


•See Enterprise. Association of Sham, etc. Local I'nion So. O.H 

v NLRB, 521 F.2d 885, 900 at fn 36 (D.C. Oil*., 1975) where the 

Court distinguishes between the ‘ ‘ impertnissile objectives of 
secondary activity and the permissible e,(frets of primary activity”. 
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Tin- extent to which tin* employees in tin* aITected 
unit, whether in iiuiiiImt# or l»y lentfli of time, have en- 
gup*d in similar activities is not iU*t«*rmituttiv«*. It swh 
won* tin* case, then the equities of tin* prefuhricators ami 
their employees in A utiomil II oodworA" ami .1 im iiiitn 
rs as in all tin* other cases cited hereunder, necessarily 
would have prevailed over those of tin 1 on-site ithiitsI con- 
tmotors and 11 1 <• ir employees. \\ lint I win and < onex an* 
in effect saying is that tin- lonirer that tin 1 third party 
consolidator (as tlx* third party fabricator) can “ipt away 
with it,” in terms of time and extent o! work, tin* greater 
is the vesting of equities in the third party and its em¬ 
ployees (Twin Uriel', pp. r>sr»!i: Conox Brief, pp. :>!• 41; 
1*. si>7 Brief, p. IT). 

Such an argument carries rcrii rfirr inijiliratimix. t* or if 
the < 'oni t were to concur with them and, in effect, rule that 
abandonment takes place each and every time that work 
i> allowed olT site, then labor strife is inevitable in all such 
situations. Kach and every labor organization in this 
country will be on the alert as a result ol such a deter¬ 
mination that the loss ot one iota ot its jurisdiction will 
mean its relinquishing its right to perform that type ot 
work or to engage in that aspect or portion ot its work. 
unfit ilh that there is no particular need at the 
moment for unit employees to engage in the work in «pies 
tion. Tliev will then be on notice that any tiiture *lrop in 
the work rolls will result in unit unemployment, havin'' 
•riven up that aspect of the work to employ >-e< in other units 
(often) represented by other labor organizations.* The con- 
seipicnce will hi 1 an endless series ol job actions and dis¬ 
putes by labor organizations throughout the country with 
the objective of keeping the jobs in a “bank” lor rainy 

• I 'oiler this atgunicnt, II.A should never have permitted cm n 
Druvo boxes to cross tin* jiicrs without rehandling and certainly 
not containers of larger si/cs. at times when the impact of such 

relatively small containers upon ..mployment of employees in 

the II.A unit was negligible. (See (ilenson affidavit, 91a. 



• lays ahead. Indeed, $S(b)(4)(D) cases* an- frequently 
grounded in tin-'** very anticipations ntul arguments. 

They thus challenge tin- Court to i"ii" a decision en¬ 
forcing tin* Board’s Order in order to cause tin- Supreme 
Court to “revisit” S'atiomd Woodwork l I win Mr.. |>. • 
While S'ntional Woodwork admittedly was a r»-4 decision, 
such an ar -nn-nt would require il not mandate pe¬ 
riodic dial ging of all such divided decisions hv the 
Supreme ( . ..it on that basis alone, a position which i> as 
impractical as it is offensive. I he Board and the ( ourts 
have heen able to judiciously and judicially apply the prin¬ 
ciples of Satioval Woodwork to a variety of situations 
that make -rood sense, both in law and in the “world of 
practical labor relat.oiis, a~ shown n l)ecision» cited in 
our main Brief. 

But tin- best response to this argument is probably 
contained within National Woodwork itsell where, the 
Court pointedly remarked: 

“Tin- Woodwork Manufacturers Association an l amici 
who support its po-itinn advanced several reasons, 
"rounded in economic and technological factors, why 
‘will not handle* clauses should he invalid in a! i- 
cumstances. Tliosi ar twin rat* on addressed to 
wrontj hiiim li of ifoi < mum at. It moo hr that th>' tune 
hoy conic for il n m oluatinn of the hustle content of 
colli ( tier hamjainimj os cnnteinfilati d hi/ tin federal 
h i/i. lotion, lint that is for Contjress. Congress has 
demonstrated it' capacity *o adjust the Nation’s labor 
legislation . . .” B's*i I S at • >44, is L.K. Jd at .h 1 ^. (em¬ 
phasis added) 

Inasmuch as the Boar <!is an adjudicatory tribunal, 
its function is the i.terpretation and application o| exist¬ 
ing law to the cases before it for determination and not 
the modification o’* national labor policy, which, as the 
Court declared, is a matter exclusively within the province 
of the Congress. 


• “.Jurisdictional” disputes. 



Conclusion 


The Board’s and Intervenors’ cssertion that XYSA’s 
members an- neutral bystanders innocently caught up in 
the IFjA’s attempts to achieve it- 1 ■ bjectives purportedly 
aimed ;.t the consolidators, is to ignore the realities of this 
labor conflict and the pro. -ss by which NA SA was con¬ 
fronted with conflicting commitments and practices. Man¬ 
agement had negotiate !. [*r> .-oiuably in good faith, a col¬ 
lect iv«* bargaining agrt < ; i -rii which obligated its members 
to preserve for its employees tin* residual work of stuffing 
and stripping containers as to which its employees did not 
even obtain the minimal royalties when stuffed else •. -.ere.* 

When eertain disingenuous members within the manage¬ 
ment Association gave out their containers to he stuffed 
by employees other than their own, they “could hardly 
have expected the employees to acquiesce in the blatant 
violation of their contractual rights.” (Enterprise Asso¬ 
ciation, supra-, at S!).>. See footnote 2,1 cited thereat). I be 
following language of the Court in Enterprise, though in 
another context, is equally fitting here: 

“‘The legal effect of the Board’s test is to allow an 
employer to bind bis own hands and thereby immunize 
himself from union pressure occasioned by his em¬ 
ployees’ loss of work. In one net, the employer helps 
to create a labor conflict and simi.r.aneously wash bis 
hands of it.' . . . Thus, to accept the Board's charac¬ 
terization of (the employer! as a neutral bystander 
under these circumstances would allow the ‘Cinderella- 
like transformation of an obviously involved party, 
and would both render nugatory the commitment which 


* The royalty would amount to approximately $40.00 a long ton 
(on a 20 ton container). No royalties ever applied to, and there¬ 
fore never were donnnded or ■•olleeted on. containers handlist by 
Twin ami ('onex. 


[tin* employer] marie and demean the collective bar¬ 
gaining process which is the cornerstone of labor rela¬ 
tions in the l niteri States. I he Board insists on dos¬ 
ing its eyes to the circumstances surrounding the crea¬ 
tion of this labor dispute, circumstances which belie 
the assertion that [ the employer | is a neutral caught 
between the contending forces really involved in the 
work preservation controversy.” (Id., Sflb-SHT) 

The record clearly enough demonstrates that this, then, 

is the posture of the XYSA in these ..lings. For its 

members were those who were at fault. I he Board here 
once again "insist! s] upon closing its eyes to the circum¬ 
stances surrounding the creation ol this labor dispute, 
circumstances which belie the assertion that |XNSA| is 
a neutral caught between the contending forces. Cer¬ 
tainly, this Court, as the repository of Congress laith in 
its ability to discern administrative error, must not and 
will not close <7* eyes to the true relationships of the par¬ 
ties to this prof.ling within the contemplation of the Act. 

Whkkkfokk, 1 LA again urges that the Board's clearly 
faulty Decision and Order be set aside and vacated. 

Dated: March 1, 1 f *70 

Kespectfully submitted, 

Thomas \Y. (Jkkason 
.1 Itnnu'fi for I’ltitioncr 
Inlri national Lout]short nit n's 
Association, Ab'L-< l() 


Thomas W. (i i.kason 

llut/.l. S. KlSI.NSTAOT 

Of Counsel 








f * 

<• . 


* 


* .. . 


. 




« ; 










/ 


I 




DECASUALI7.AYI0N Or LONGSHOREMEN AND CHECKERS 




Number 

Remaining 



Decasualized 

Reg : strants 

1st dcc-sualizaton 

June 3, 1955 

7,141 

31,574* 

1 *■ th drcasualization 

May 11, 1960 

1,807 

28 355 

l?th decasualizalion 

October 27 1960 

1,5/7 

27,635 

13th decasualization 

l/ay 11. 1961 

1,859 

26,920 

141h decasualization 

Or ‘ t>er 26, 1951 

1,536 

25,754 

15th dc c.jsualizat; jD 

May 10, 1962 

1,498 

25,758 

16th decasualizalion 

October 25. 1962 

1,012 

25,843 

17th decasualization 

May 10. 1963 

1,182 

25,218 

18th decasualization 

Or.: ber 22. 1963 

1,523 

25,997 

19th decasualization 

An; 1 * 0, 1964 

2.096 

24,172 

20th decasualization 

Oct her 15, 1964 

1,715 

23,084 

21st decasualization 

April 16, 1935 

934 

23,796 

2?nd decasualization 

Or* ber 7,1965 

581 

23,920 

23rd decasualization 

March 31, 1906 

1,070 

23 332 

24th decasualization 

No. umber 7, 1966 

1,226 

23,471 

?5lh >1-7 :.asua!i/ation 

March 31, 1967 

1,142 

22,100 

26th decasualizal n 

Onto 1 r 6, 1967 

954 

21,515 

27 th decasualization 

April 12, 1968 

903 

20,901 

2Slh docasuabz ation 

Oct ber 18, 1538 

7/0 

20,384 

?9th decasuah/alCjn 

April 22. 1969 

999 

19,973 

30th docasuati/ ition 

October 3. 1969 

1,022 

20,627* * 

31st decasualiz 6 »n 

April 13,1970 

1,093 

19.612* * 

3?nd decasualization 

October 30, 1970 

1,012 

18,651 ** 

33rd decasualization 

April 2, 1971 

715 

18,115*’ 

34th decasualizalion 

'"• pi' r ber 30,1971 

514 

17,742* * * 

35th decasualization 

March 10, 19/2 

227 

1 7,026* ** 

36th decasualization 

r - plumber 27, 1972 

523 

16,316* * * 

37th docasualization 

April 9. 19/3 

930 

15,368* ** 

38th doc asualiz at ion 

f r t r 27, 1973 

330 

14,792* * * 

39th decasualization 

March ' 5. 1974 

423 

14.403* ** 

* Does not Include cragsmen *hr 

. n q',t?. ; ?,*tre required on or 

3ller Wa/ 71. 1SS7 


** Oce$ not Include ^arehcucerr.en, 

r . • ii 1 11 / r »• .. i ien, and other per 

sons required to be registered on e r alter 

September 1. 196 

*•* Docs not include 1GE.9 It r/c'.'s*- 

n regi* tranti. 
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APPLICATION'S AND ^APPLICATIONS RECEIVED AND PROCESSED 

DURING FISCAL YEARS 

As of Jt'no 30lh 



, 

1955 

1060 

1961 

1562 

1®63 

1554 

1955 

1556 

1557 

1968 

1959 

1970 

1971 

1572 

1973 

1974 

V 

• 

r'-'t'R-’ lv3 

1 t on/-hOfenen 

5.196 

3.933 

7.926 

2.141 

..3.169 

1.‘ 40 

1.566 

1 ?63 

3.107 

1,557 

1.646 

4.610 

1,741* 

1.196’ 

1,126* 

1.152 

.'. 'i 

* 

C‘• - * e r s 


398 

765 

134 

613 

171 

453 

766 

7/6 

320 

516 

1.233 

87 

0 

7 

0 

< — 

« 

r*p- r, -^i* > 

458 

7.415 

335 

168 

321 

199 

418 

7.G31 

4/2 

699 

1.014 

658 

617 

612 

5/3 

404 


| Fitr Super ii 'e'^tnls 

68 

68 

73 

84 

176 

41 

37 

47 

73 

116 

57 

131 

8? 

67 

60 

74 


Hirin; Ager.ts 

147 

127 

107 

119 

103 

66 

51 

127 

92 

169 

66 

172 

139 

69 

63 

77 

* 

S!e.ed:-e romp«r;»s* 

1 

7 

45 

0 

36 

1 

29 

0 

53 

5 

53 

7 

99 

32 

117 

19 

121 


1 TOtAtS 

6.896 

7,056 

3./06 

2 683 

4,493 

2.146 

2,525 

3,8/7 

4.024 

2914 

3.506 

7.393 

7.693 

7.061 

1.643 

1 668 


(a) Pier Ciua'ris a»e required lo if '•«* licences e*ery third year 

(b) Stevedores *»/»* ir-Quilt'd lo ft f i /» licenses f vef> • e*.. ( 'd year 

(c) Includes MO warehousemen. container ie; airmen. a d ether , • s i* , > • *• J l '• j v 'e r • ' < a tR.dmtM* t., /. .» erfront r • - *.v • Ac! 

cffrcti.e SefUnl er 1. 1969 

* Includes f jl 1969 t* j * at.on Appl.cants 
** Includes 711 1^69 les val.t.n Applicants 
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, . __ - • - 


... 

i • . ... 


. *-;W< 


I 


REGISTRATIONS AND LICENSES IN EFFECT DURING FISCAL YEARS 

As of Juno 30th 




1955 

1950 

1961 

1962 

1963 

1564 

1965 

1956 

1667 

1 -53 

1989 

1970 

1971 

1972 

1973 

1974 



lGnjshoie*ien* 


24 it: ?? 661 

22.0/9 


>0 409 

19.75? 

19.110 

16,352 


16 612 

17.645 

16,367* 

if 0C6 

14.226 

13.704* 



| Check cis 

31.639 

4.263 

4.140 

4 6.5 

4.5.03 

4,197 

4.511 

4.397 

4 ??0 

4.115 

4 335 

3,979 

3.714 

3 55/ 

3 ’76 



v 0 

( 

Hif ng Ag«:>1s 

59? 

632 

569 

607 

C.J3 

578 

565 

606 

6 31 

600 

559 

602 

605 

545 

493 

512 



. 

365 

411 

192 

403 

438 

418 

417 

414 

4^0 

417 

305 

403 

4U6 

421 

374 

395 


• 

1 

f 

| Piei GoaldS 


• 

2,047 

1 961 

1,7.6 

1,652 

1 801 

1,551 

1,630 

1 r. 54 

1.637 

1,548 

1.435 

1.405 

1,291 

1.054 



Sle.cJoie Cc ^-.ves 


39 

36 

33 

?9 

?9 

?8 

49 

49 

50 

46 

93 

106 

109 

117 

113 

3 

• 

e* 

I0IAIS 

35,65? 


29 »65 

-9.1/8 

30,026 

21.2V 

27.114 

26.12/ 

25,31? 

23,862 

20.554 

24;-71 

??.es3 

22,047. 

19,6/7 

13,794 



(a) 5uni«»«. ( personnel requwcd In e hcv d <>, de. W . on) C.mm.-.von R..yu1at...-.» elective Janua y 1. ’960 

r luttrt 1,785 *ateh rtewen. t< • ■ ‘ f rffluiretf to* ■ • . ' ■ - *•» " ** ’ ’ " ' 

5.on Act. effective ter 1. , '-’ 1 9 

(c) Includes 7.163 IV 9 t. jisUK-n I'-, '* (•' 1 • • " onta.nerrr.cn. etc ) 


.nt Commis* 
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UNITED STATES COURT OP APPEALS 
FOR THE RECORD CIRCUIT 


i 


INTERNATIONAL LONGSHOREMEN'S ASSOCIATION, ftFL-CIO 
and HEW YORK SIIIPPINO ASSOCIATION, INC., 

Petitioners, 

v. 



RATIONAL LABOR RELATIONS BOARD, 

Respondent. 


ON PETITITON TO REVIEW AMD SET ASIDE OR ORDER 
OF THE NATIONAL LABOR RELATIONS BOARD 


_I 


AFFIDAVIT 
/OF SERVICE 

| BY MAIL 


STATE OF NEW YORK, 

COUNTY OF NEW YORK, ss.: 


Rose Rinella 

1 3 over the age of 

at 331 last 17th 3 
That on , arch 

on 


, being duly sworn, deposes and cays thatghe 
18 years, Is not a party to the action, and resiles 


treet, 

1976 

of 


Br°ok£)p 4e .j. %d York, 11234 0 pi es of ^ 

Petitioner International Longshoremen's 
Association, AFL-CIO 


Brief 


(see reverse side) 


by depositing the 
post-paid wrapper 
the United States 
City of New York, 


same, properly enclosed In a securely-sealed. 

In a Branch Post Office regularly maintained by 
Government at 350 Canal Street, Borough of Manhattan, 
addressed as above shown. 


Sworn to before me this 

1st day March » ^ 76 




(y /i 2, f) . » (' 

JhHN V. D'LSFOjiTO 

Notary I 1. ‘ * Yo,fc 

t'-VJ 

■ 

. i Mdicll -J. 


19 f 






Th * following h avo been served h; 

Lorenz, Finn, (1 lnrdl.no A Lnnbos, Esqs., 
Attention: C. P. Lambos, K«q. , 

25 Broadway, 

New York, N.Y. 10004 

Steptoe 1 Jolmson, Fsqs. 

Attention: Martin D. Schneiderian, Eaq. 
1250 Connecticut Avenue, M. W. 
Washington, DC 2003b 

01a33le, Pewott, Deete (< Shanks, F.sqs., 
Attention: Allan I. Kendelsolm, Caq., 
1315 li Street, N. 

Washington, DC 20005 

J. Warren Kansan, Fsq., 

32-4j 49 Street 

Lori^ Island City, N.Y, 11103 

Cohen, Weiss & Simon, Esqs. 

Attention: Rrnce II. Simon, Esq. 

C 05 Third Avenue 
New York, N.Y 1001b 

Sohulman, Abarbanel ?. Schleninror, Koqs 
Attention: Howard ochulman. Esq., 

330 Fifth Avenue 
New York, NY 10001 

Elliott Moore, Fcq. 

Deputy Associate General Counsel 
National Labor Relations Board 
Attention: Robert Glurmaal, Esq., 

1717 Pennsylvania Avenue N. W, 
Wishln^ton DC 20570 





